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Attachment 2 



First Office action of the State Intellectual Property Office. China 



Appln. No.:02815148.8 

After the examination, The examination comments are as follows: 

1. Claim 1 lacks the inventiveness, and does not comply with the provision of 
Paragraph 3 of Article 22of PRC Patent Law. 

Claim 1 seeks for the protection of an add-on card for detachably coupling to a 
processing system. Actually, a processing unit is added to the add-on card of 
the prior art. In view of this processing unit, the add-on card can independently 
perforin the fiiTiutiuTis thai, (lie pruuessiTig Nyslcm uamint., ami can l.raTisinil. the 
non-processed or processed data between the add-on card and the processing 
system. Citation 1, US6047342A, disclosed the following technical contents 
(refer to Line 40 of Column 1 to Line 37 of Column 2, Lines 12-33 of Column 3, 
Lines 25-37 of Column 4, Column 7 and Lines 20-52 of Column 9 of the 
specification, and Figure 4): an apparatus for providing additional functionality 
to a computer system (PC processing card) which includes a PC card interface, a 
processing component which performs Ihe desired actual function (equivalent to 
the processing unit of the present invention), and a ROM (equivalent to the 
program storage memory). Taking the PC card being desired to provide DVD 
decoding function to the host computer as an example, the processing component 
is the DVD deooder for receiving DVD data, and providing deooding funotion to 
the host computer. Furthermore, the PC processing card may include another 
CPU to provide parallel processing capabilities. It is thus clear that Citation 1 
disclosed most of the technical features of Claim 1 and disclosed providing a 
separate processing component on the PC card to provide additional capabilities 
to the host computer (the processing system) connected. The only difference 
between Claim 1 and Citation 1 is that Claim 1 includes a mass storage memory 
which actually can be regarded as an extension of the program storage memory, 
can be used to store the processing program, and can be used to store the 
processed data result. In other words, it is actually a fixed storage memory for 
sturing ilhin.. Huwever, the added-im ua.nl having a. mass sl.ura.ge ineTnury, fur 
example a flash memory, is a common knowledge in the art. External add-on 
cards, such as flash disk and intelligent cards, all have their own mass storage 
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memory. In addition, as described in the Background of the Invention by the 
applicant, most of the existing add-on apparatuses have a mass storage memory, 
and the existing of the mass storage memory is merely for storing more data. 
Persons having ordinary skills in the arl can combine Citation 1 with common 
knowledge in the nil., ami gel. the technical solution Nought, (xj he dunned in 
Claim 1 . This combination is obvious and does not have prominent substantive 
features or represents a notable progress. Thus, Claim 1 docs not have the 
inventiveness as stipulated in Paragraph 3 of Artiole 22 of PRC patent Law. 

2. The additional technical features defined in Claims 2, 3, 9 and 10 are the 
common knowledge in the art. The reasons are as follows: in the art, it is the 
common knowledge that using a bus for connecting components, so that 
instructions and data can be transmitted among each other, and that the storage 
memory has an interface to connect to the bus. Moreover, to complete different 
functions, different corresponding function programs should be stored in the 
program storage memory. For the mass storage memory in the art, most of the 
non-volatile mass memories are flash memories. Thus, it can be seen that all 
the above technical features are disclosed in the prior art. Claims 2, 3, 9 and 10 
lack the inventiveness as stipulated in Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent 
Law if the claim from which Claims 2, 3, 9 and 10 depend does not have the 
inventiveness. 

3. The additional technical features defined in Claims '1-8 have been disclosed by 
Citation 1. In Citation 1 (refer to Line 50-57 of Column 1, Line 25-37 of 
Column 4, Column 7 and Figure 4), The data transmitted is the DVD video data 
flow, ami .mail PC ua.nl includes a. buffer memory RAM fur buffering the data, 
transmitted between said card and the system. Said PC card can be used for the 
functions of compressing/decompressing and encrypting/decrypting. Thus, it 
oan be seen that the additional teohnioal features defined in Claims 4-8 have been 
disclosed in Citation 1. Claims 4-8 lack the inventiveness as stipulated in 
Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent Law if the claim from which Claims 4-8 
depend does not have the inventiveness. 

4. The additional technical features defined in Claims 1 1 and 12 are that the mass 
storage memory also stores system data and user data. However, using a 
storage memory to store various data, including user data and program data is 
obviously a knowledge known in the art. Thus, Claims 11 and 12 lack the 
inventiveness as stipulated in Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent Law if the 
claim from which Claims 1 1 and 12 depend does not have the inventiveness. 

5. Similarly, based on the same reason for Claims 1-11, Claims 13-25 also lack the 
inventiveness as stipulated in Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent Law. 
(Refer to the comments on Claims 1-11.) 
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6. Claim 26 does not have the inventiveness, and does not comply with the 
provision of Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent Law. 

Similarly, Cilalion 1 also disclosed lhal (refer lo Line 40 of Column 1-Line 37 of 
Column 2, Line 12-33 uf Column 3, Line 2.1-37 of Column 4, Column 7 and 
Line 20-52 of Column 9 of the specification, and Figure 4): to provide a 
processing component to the PC card (the additional card), and connect the PC 
card to the host oomputer, prooess the data (may be a DVD video flow) 
transmitted from, the host computer using said processing component ( which 
may be a DVD decoder), then provide processed data to the host computer . 
Thus, it can be seen that most of the technical features in Claim 26 have been 
disclosed in Cilalion 1. A sole difference between Ihe claim and Cilalion 1 is 
that said add-on card also includes a non-volatile mass storage memory- 
According to this distinct technical feature, it can be held that the technical 
problem needed to be solved is actually to store the data transmitted from the 
host computer to said add-on card. However, using a non-volatile mass storage 
memory, for example a flash memory, to store is the common knowledge in the 
art (for example, flash disk, intelligent card, and etc.). Persons having ordinary 
skills in Ihe art can get Lhe technical solution -sought Lo be proLecLed in Claim 26 
by combining Citation 1 with the common knowledge known in the art. This 
combination is obvious and does not have prominent substantive features or 
represents a notable progress. Thus, Claim 26 docs not have the inventiveness. 

7. Claims 27-35 lack the inventiveness, and do not comply with the provision of 
Paragraph 3 of Article 22of PRC Patent Law. 

The technical solution disclosed in Citation 1 is that PC card provides the 
functions that the host computer does not have (DVD decoding process) and 
prooesses the DVD video flow data (oompressing/deoompressmg, encrypting/ 
decrypting). Thus, it can be seen that the additional technical features defined 
in Claims 27, 29, 30 and 32 have been disclosed in Citation 1. Claims 27, 29, 
30 and 32 lack the inventiveness as stipulated in Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of 
PRC Palenl Law if lhe claim from which Claims 27, 29, 30 and 32 depend does 
not have the inventiveness. 

The additional technical features defined in Claims 28, 31 and 33-35 arc 
common knowledge known in the art. Citation 1 has disclosed (refer to Line 40 
of Column 1-Line 37 of Column 2, Line 12-33 of Column 3, Line 25-37 of 
Column 4, Column 7 and Line 20-52 of Column 9 of the specification, and 
Figure 4) lhal: lhe hosl computer provides dala lo lhe PC card, ihen lhe 
processing component in the PC card processes the provided data. Said PC 
card may have technical solutions of various functions. For these various 
functions (applications), these applications arc actually performed by running 
different software in the processing components. Seleoting one or more 
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applications from these applications is obviously a common knowledge known 
in the art. In addition, as described above, using non-volatile mass storage 
memory is also knowledge known in the art. Thus Claims 28, 31 and 33-35 
lack the inventiveness as stipulated in Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Palenl 
Law if (lie claim Pnmi which Claims 28, 31 ami 33-3.1 depend dues mil. have l.tie 
inventiveness. 

8. Similarly, Claims 36-42 laoic the inventiveness as stipulated in Paragraph 3 of 
Article 22 of PRC Patent Law. 

Citation 1 has disclosed that (refer to Line 40 of Column 1-Line 37 of Column 2, 
Line 12-33 of Column 3, Line 25-37 of Column 4, Column 7 and Line 20-52 of 
Column 9 of the specification, and Figure 4): the technical solution of adding an 
independent processing component to the add-on card (PC card). After 
connecting the PC card to the host computer, the host computer provides the data 
to said PC card. The processing component processes the provided data and 
returns the processed data to the host computer. Thus, it can be seen that a sole 
difference between Claim 36 and Citation 1 is the non-volatile mass storage 
memory. According Lo Lhis Lechnical feature, it can be held that the technical 
problem needed to be solved is actually to store the data transmitted from the 
host computer or the processed data to said add-on card. However, using a 
non-volatile mass storage memory, tor example a flash memory to store is a 
common knowledge known in the art (for example, a flash disk, an intelligent 
card, and etc.). Persons having ordinary skills in the an can get the technical 
solution sought to be protected in Claim 36 by combining Citation 1 with the 
umriTTiun knowledge known in the ail.. This combination is obvious and dues 
not have prominent substantive features or represents a notable progress. Thus 
Claim 36 does not have the inventiveness. 

Similarly, Claims 37-42 lack the inventiveness as well. (Refer to the comments 
on Claims 27-34.) 

9. Claims 43-50 lack the inventiveness and do not comply with the provision of 
Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent Law. 

Claim 43 seeks lor the protection of a method of a host system to which an add- 
on card can be detachably coupled. Citation 1 disclosed the following technical 
contents (refer to Line 40 of Column 1-Line 37 of Column 2, Lines 12-33 of 
Column 3, Lines 25-37 of Column 4, Column 7 and Lines 20-52 of Column 9 of 
the specification, and Figure 4): said PC card coupled to the host computer 
includes a processing component, and can be used lo perform different functions. 
After connecting to the host computer, receives the data from the host computer 
and performs corresponding process, and finally transmits the processed data to 
the host oomputer. Thus, it can be seen that a sole difference between Claim 43 
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and Citation 1 is that said add-on card includes a non-volatile mass storage 
memory which stores a plurality of applications. According to this technical 
feature, it can be held that the technical problem need to be solved is actually to 
store Ihe .software for plurality applications by the mass non-volatile storage 
ninirmry. Tn order U) make (.he pruoeN.siTig uunipimcnl. in said PC ua.rd l.u 
perform more applications, plurality software for corresponding usage need to be 
stored simultaneously. However, using the non-volatile mass storage memory, 
for example the flash memory for extending storage, is a oommon knowledge 
known in the art (for example, flash disk, intelligent card, and etc.). Persons 
having ordinary skills in the art can get the technical solution sought to be 
protected in Claim 43 by combining Citation 1 and the common . knowledge 
known in the art. This combination is obvious and does not have prominent 
substantive features and represent a notable progress. Thus Claim 43 does not 
have the inventiveness. 

Citation 1 further disclosed the following contents: the PC card is used to 
provide functions (DVD decoding) that the host computer does not have. 
Decoding from the video flow provided by the host computer can also perform 
funcLions such as compressing/decompressing, and encrypLing/decrypLing. For 
the voice identification, it is actually to store the specific voice data in advance in 
the PC card, compare the data received from the host computer with the stored 
data. Thus, it can be seen that the additional technical features further defined 
in Claims 44-50 have all been disclosed. Claims ^1^1-50 lack the inventiveness 
as stipulated in Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent Law if the claim from 
which Claims 44-50 depend does not have the inventiveness 

10. Claims 51-53 lack the inventiveness and do not comply with the provision of 
Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent Law. 

Claim 51 seeks for the protection of a method of a host system to which an add- 
on card can be detachably coupled. Citation 1 disclosed (refer to Line 40 of 
Column 1-Line 37 of Column 2, Lines 12-33 of Column 3, Lines 25-37 of 
Column 4, Column 7 and Lines 20-52 of Column 9 of the specification, and 
Figure 4) the following technical contents: said PC card coupled to the host 
computer includes a processing component, and can be used to perform different 
functions. After being connected to the host computer, said PC card receives 
the data from the host computer and performs corresponding processes, and 
finally transmits the processed data to the host computer. Thus, it can be seen 
that a sole difference between Claim 51 and Citation 1 is that plurality of 
applications are stored in the PC card. When being connected to different host 
uuinpulers, the PC card performs different applications. Citation 1 has 
disclosed that said PC card can perform technical solutions for different 
applications. It is obviously common knowledge known in the art that storing a 
plurality of software in the PC oard simultaneously performs a plurality of 
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functions, so that different functions can be performed in different situations. 
Persons having ordinary skills in the art can get the technical solution sought to 
be protected in Claim 51 by combining Citation 1 with the common knowledge 
known in the art. This combination is obvious and does nol have prominent 
substantive rcH.1.urc;NM.Tui represent, a. notable progress. Thus Claim 51 does not. 
have the inventiveness. 

Moreover, Citation 1 disolosed the teohnioal oontent that said PC oard oan 
perform the functions of compressing/decompressing and encrypting/decrypting. 
Thus, it can be seen thai the additional technical features defined in Claims 52 
and 53 have been disclosed in Citation 1. Claims 52 and 53 lack the 
inventiveness stipulated in Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent Law if the 
claim from which it depends does not have the inventiveness. 

1 1 . Claims 54 and 55 lack the inventiveness and do not comply with the provision of 
Paragraph 3 of Article 22 of PRC Patent Law. 

Claim 54 seeks for The protection of a method of a host system to which an add- 
on card can be deLachably coupled. CiLaLion 1 disclosed (refer Lo Line 40 of 
Column 1-Line 37 of Column 2, Lines 12-33 of Column 3, Lines 25-37 of 
Column 4. Column 7 and Lines 20-52 of Column 9 of the specification, and 
Figure 4) the following technical contents: said PC card coupled to the host 
computer includes a processing component, and can be used to perform different 
functions. After being connected to the host computer, said PC card receives 
the data from the host computer and performs corresponding process, and finally 

transmits the processed data, lo the host, computer. Saul PC card have the 
capability of parallel processing with the host computer. Thus, it can be seen 
that a sole difference between Claim 54 and Citation 1 is that a plurality of 
applications are stored in the PC oard. Citation 1 has disolosed that said PC 
card can perform technical solutions for different applications. It is obviously 
common knowledge known in the art that storing a plurality of software in the 
PC card simultaneously performs plurality of functions, so that different 
functions can be performed in different situations. Persons having ordinary 
skills in the art can get the technical solution sought to be protected in Claim 54 
by combining Citation 1 with the common knowledge known in the art. This 
combination is obvious and docs not have prominent substantive features and 
represent a notable progress. Thus Claim 54 does not have the inventiveness. 

Moreover, Citation 1 disclosed that said PC card can perform different functions 
according lo commands from the host computer, for example, decompressing, 
decoding and decrypting. The data needed to be processed is provided by the 
host computer to said PC card. Thus, it can be seen that the additional technical 
features defined in Claim 55 has been disclosed in Citation 1. Claim 55 docs 
not have the inventiveness as stipulated in Paragraph 3 of Artiole 22 of PRC 
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Patent Law if the claim from which Claim 55 depends does not have the 
inventiveness. 

12. Claims 56 and 59 lack, the unily wilh Claim 1 and do nol comply wilh the 
provision cjfPH.rHgrH.pli 1 cif Arl.iule 31 of PRC PhIctiI. T,h.w. 

From the comments above, it can be seen that Citation 1 has disclosed the 
teohnioal solution of adding a processing component to the add-on oard to 
perform certain functions. For example, it can provide some functions that the 
host computer does not have. Thus, it can be seen that adding processing 
component in the add-on oard has been disclosed in the prior art, and is not a 
special technical feature that does contribute to the prior art. Thus, Claims 56, 
59 and 1 lack the special technical feature that does contribute to the prior art and 
thus lack the unity. 

Based on the above, it can be seen that Citation 1 has disclosed the technical idea 
of adding an independent processing component to the add-on card to perform 
the functions that the connected host computer does not have (or it can parallel 
process a certain task together wiLh said host computer.) If an inventive point 
of the present invention is to provide an independent processing component to 
the add-on card to perform various functions, the present invention is not 
inventive no matter how the invention is amended. In view of the above, 
Claims 1-55 of the present invention lack the inventiveness. The present 
application will be rejected if the applicant cannot provide sufficient reasons why 
the present invention is inventive within the time limit prescribed in this notice. 
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Attachment 3 



PRC Patent Law: 

Article 22 

Any invention or utility model for which patent right may be granted must possess 
novelty, inventiveness and praotioal applicability. 

Novelty means that, before the date of filing, no identical invention or utility model 
has been publicly disclosed in publications in the country or abroad or has been 
publicly used or made known to the public by any other means in the country, nor has 
any olher person filed previously with Ihe Patent Administration Department Under 
the State Council an application which described the identical invention or utility 
model and was published after the said date of filing. 

Inventiveness moans that as compared with the technology existing before the date of 
filing, the invention has prominent substantive features and represents a notable 
progress and that the utility model has substantive features and represents progress. 
(Emphasis added .) 

Practical applicability means that Lhe invenLion or utility model can be made or used 
and can produce effective results. 



An application for a patent for invention or utility model shall be limited to one 
invention or utility model. Two or more inventions or utility models belonging to a 

sumle KCTiera.1 inventive mmuept may he filed as nne application. (Emphasis added.") 
Aii application for a patent for design shall be limited to one design incorporated in 
one product. Two or more designs, which are incorporated in products belonging to 
the same class and are sold or used in sets, may be filed as one application. 



Article 31 



